also argued for reframing the focus of analysis onto the "emancipatory aspects of entrepreneuring" (p. 478). Hjorth (2013) drew on European social welfare state theory, and inclusive philosophy and traditions, to suggest ". . . we need to make room for entrepreneurship as part of society and not simply the economy" (p. 35).
What has become more recently and newly compelling, however, is a realization that any progressive quest for reclaiming entrepreneurship as a social activity, or repositioning economic activity as part of the social world, shaped by political choices and not exogenous forces, belies the myriad of complexities newly emerging in what is now not only a post-modern but also rapidly becoming a post-human world (Braidotti, 2013) . The familiar "social" world of community life, collective interactions and what Habermas (1985; 2000) termed shared "communicative space," is itself becoming increasingly fractured, digitalized, fragmented, and commodified. Familiar understandings of the "commons" as shared geographic, intellectual, cultural, knowledge, and/or social space are increasingly challenged by the need for a deeper and more nuanced understanding of the processes, which lead to the production of social capital from a plethora of unfamiliar subjugated collectives and a range of alternative sources of networked emotional, digital, and other diverse cultural capitals across the "nature-culture continuum" (Braidotti, 2013, p. 13) . We are no longer just constituents of diverse local communities portrayed as and captured by our economic submission to a monolithic capitalist market but increasingly the producers and consumers of our own subjectivities.
From a critical entrepreneurship perspective, this opens up many new and exciting opportunities. As Jones and Murtola (2012) pointed out, there is communication and knowledge production now occurring globally on a scale and scope that is "artificial or produced, and not produced by one but by many" (p. 640).
However, this tendency also typifies what Hardt and Negri (2009) term capital's predilection to "expropriate cooperation" (p. 140): Capital is predatory, as the analysts of neoliberalism say, insofar as it seeks to capture and expropriate autonomously produced common wealth (p. 141).
Our pursuit of a critical take on entrepreneurship is fuelled in part by a shared and passionate interest in these paradoxical tendencies of entrepreneuring. On one hand, entrepreneurial behavior can be conformist, assimilationist, and competitive, epitomizing all that is embedded and taken for granted in patriarchal liberal individualism, while on the other hand, entrepreneurship is part of the repertoire of capacities that enables defence of the commons, resistance to dependency, and the resilience of marginalized communities.
The entrepreneurial "spirit" is ironically that which also embodies the sustainable proof that alternative economics, the longevity of models of worker cooperatives, the durability of Indigenous, and other "barefoot" or "micro" community-based enterprises (Imas, Wilson, & Weston, 2012) , the very promise of other worlds, is possible!
Producing in Common
Although the study of entrepreneurship has largely been dominated by economic discourse, signs of change abound: Concepts such as Indigenous entrepreneurship, communitybased entrepreneurship or enterprising communities more generally, sustainable entrepreneurship, eco-entrepreneurship, and social entrepreneurship more broadly contain the seeds for an altogether different reality (Anderson, Honig & Peredo, 2006; Tedmanson, Verduyn, Essers & Gartner, 2012) . Issues of emancipation, politics, ethics, caring, solidarity, community are sources of inspiration for drawing out the radical potentiality of entrepreneurship and reflect a willingness to incorporate progressive forms of political theorizing (e.g., Gibson-Graham, 1996 , 2006a 2006b; Adam & Groves, 2007) . Blending theories of entrepreneurship and political theories of (radical) change has yielded many new insights into how entrepreneuring precipitates not only economic but also various forms of social and societal value (Welter, 2011 ).
An Indigenist take on entrepreneurship combines an approach to processes of production and re/production with a communal epistemology and political ecology that has endured for millennia (Tedmanson, 2014) . Sustained over time with dignity and strength, despite generational histories of colonial decimation and dispossession, Indigenous communities globally have maintained continuous local efforts to develop sustainable, strategic, and culturally appropriate ways of production and exchange to meet social and cultural aims, as well as economic ones (Banerjee & Tedmanson, 2010; Schaper, 2007; Down, 2012; Peredo, Anderson, Galbraith, Honig, & Dana, 2004) .
Indigenous owned and operated cultural tourism ventures, local social enterprises, and environmentally sustainable work "on country" using Indigenous knowledge/s by and for the maintenance of community self-determined lifestyles are enterprising and productive, in ways often little understood and seldom recognized-indeed often undermined or thwarted by the continuum of colonial oppression/s in the neoliberal present (Banerjee & Tedmanson, 2010) . However, Australian Indigenous leader Arabena (2008) argued that a "Universe-referent citizenship" based on Indigenous knowledge and worldviews, has a timely wisdom to offer:
Seeing ourselves as citizens of the Universe would place us in relationships of interdependence and reciprocity as opposed to ones of dominance and exploitation. (p. 2) Such powerfully relational empowerment approaches lead us to argue that all interconnected and/or collective entrepreneurial work involves deep shares of what we term relational capital at its core. Relationships are key, and are not only emotional and interactive processes but also ones that are productive of agency and collective will.
Other marginalized groups also are increasingly revealing the creative, interactive, and productive nature of entrepreneuring from the margins. Studies by Ahl and Marlowe (2012) , Pio (2005) , Essers and Benschop (2007) , Essers (2009 ), Ozkazanc-Pan (2014 , Essers and Tedmanson (2014) , Peredo et al. (2004) , Hjorth (2003 Hjorth ( , 2005 , and Imas et al. (2012) , among many others, have sought to "voice" less privileged entrepreneurial subjectivities. These studies highlight the role of entrepreneurial endeavors in contributing to both familial and communal advancement in ways that are generative at multiple levels. They also demonstrate a different form of and approach to generating social and emotional well-being, prosperity, and productivity, as a vital response to community exclusion, which involves forms of social transformations through new creative assemblages that produce innovation well beyond simple material gains (Daskalaki, 2014) .
Producing Paradox
Despite such promise, an evangelical entrepreneurial discourse comprised primarily of the "messianistic script of harmonious social change" deserves caution. Laclau's dualistic schema reminds us that "the 'dark side' of entrepreneurship represents the flipside of emancipation" (Verduyn, Dey, Tedmanson, & Essers, 2014, p. 5) . We conceive here of entrepreneurship as cutting two ways, comprising emancipation and oppression as forces, which stand in a relationship of constant contest, producing paradoxical tensions. Verduyn and Essers (2013) also argued the discursive view of entrepreneurialism as emancipatory is often an overly romanticized projection. The "happy-endism" and sense of redemption conveyed by many articles dealing with the emancipatory thrust of entrepreneurship can overestimate the extent to which collective entrepreneurship can bring about societal transformation (Blackburn & Ram, 2007) .
Similarly, much research tends to simplify the complexities of globalization, potentially overlooking that the capitalist experience of which we are all part is like a Möbius-strip where the other side is always already included (GilmanOpalsky, 2011). To posit local creative collectives or micro entrepreneurship, for example, as able to generate pristine news spaces of absolute autonomy outside of what Jacques Camatte calls the "despotism of capital" seems a form of denial of the evidence that emancipation is often only a fleeting moment, enclosed or neutralized by the expansive force of the capitalist project. Edwards (2008) pointed out that social entrepreneurship, for example, might end up treating the symptoms rather than the root causes of today's most virulent social and ecological problems. Social entrepreneurship in this context can become a strategic tool in which entrepreneurial modes of self-fashioning become the normative teleology (Dey, 2014) .
Discourses of social and communally based entrepreneurship and institutional support for their start-up can help expand the market into areas not previously governed by market logics, thus essentially scripting people's "ideal subjectivity" alongside entrepreneurial virtues and behaviors. As Verduyn and Essers (2013) also pointed out, the positive power and optimism that are attributed to entrepreneurship by institutional actors do not necessarily reflect the lived reality of those who become the objects of discourse.
Caffentzis (2010) even directly argued the commons as well as other cooperative forms of production can easily by "used for capitalist accumulation" (p. 29). Indeed, the mobilization of "community" or "civil society" actors has been acknowledged by neoliberal economists as a key mechanism for saving the capitalist economy from its own demise (Caffentzis, 2010) .
Our joint interest, however, remains strongly focused on the micro potentialities for change. Acknowledging Laclau's basis in a utopian envisioning of a better world, our critical perspective orientates to the "micro-manifestations of emancipation as epitomized by entrepreneurship's engagement in localized, everyday struggles and practices of freedom" (Verduyn et al., 2014, p. 101) . We remain in pursuit of entrepreneuring as a way of world-making that can be both socially just and socially transformative (Steyaert & Katz, 2004; Rindova et al., 2009; Tedmanson et al, 2012) .
Processes of change which liberate social, cultural, and "relational" capitals and encourage new forms of organization which challenge older fixed hierarchies and models of linear growth, are crucial to resistance (Hardt &Negri, 2009 ). Paradoxes and dualisms will always generate creative tensions that are at one and the same time both dialectic and productive.
Considering (Un)Common Futures, in Common
Future critical work could usefully consider the "micro"/ detailed terrain of how the highly political processes implicated in social enterprise unfold, what tactics are being employed, whose futures are being materialized, and how. One conspicuous and concerning feature about collective forms of entrepreneurship remains how these can be coopted and integrated in subtle and insidious ways into the larger project of "making the world safe for (and not from) neoliberalism" (Caffentzis, 2010, p. 32) . Given the increasing fluidity of the present (Deleuze, 1992) , the escalating reach of new technological synergies (Braidotti, 2011 (Braidotti, , 2013 , and the way social entrepreneurship is at times used to strengthen rather than overthrow the status quo (Dey & Steyaert, 2012) , a critical analysis is needed to monitor if, how, and when forms of "social" entrepreneurship are captured or normalized as ballast against radical change (Hjorth & Steyart, 2003; Hjorth, 2013) . Social transformation is not just another problem-solving exercise but rather the active collectivization of subjectivities, which working in action together subvert the "ideal subject" imaginaries passed down by dominant discourse.
Collective strategies for the renewal of the commons, the development of social entrepreneurial ventures, and the increasing support for local community-based enterprises now span the spectrum between subversion and radical civil action through to compliant substitution for declining government investments in arts, education, health, welfare, and civic well-being. Gibson-Graham (2006a) suggests, however, that social transformation can often begin with a simple refusal to perceive oneself in terms of the hegemonic categories of a capital-centric ideology.
Our obligation here is not only epistemological in nature but inherently ontological. It is through collectivist, participatory, and engaged action that marginalized populations, who have had little or no say in how the social reality around them is designed, used, and exploited can express their voices (Steyaert, 2011; Tedmanson & Banerjee, 2009) . By "changing the social through activist, spatial and minor practices" (Steyaert & Dey, 2010, p. 234 ) together, we can demonstrate our hope in the potential of locally generated and co-enacted communal futures to build our uncommon wealth.
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